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Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket 96-35; and CC 
Dockets 98-171,90-571,92-237,99-200.95-116,98-170 

Dear hls. Dortcl i :  

1 am writing this letter to expi-css conccni  regarding proposed reforms to the contr ibut ion 
ti lethodology for universal service. iMy understanding i s  that the Federal Communicat ions 
Conimissioti (FCC) i s  considerin? an alternative funding metl iodology that wou ld  
signi ticantly change the ct i rreni  system. Presently, telccornmunications finns are reqnircd 
to usc 3. percentage o f t he i r  interstate revenue to suppott the Universal Service Fund 
(CSFI.  Tl ie tie\\. pi-oposcll suggcsts shi f t ins that system to one based oii connections -- 
meaning USF contributions would he based on a flat monthly connection fee. 

Ihe N.4.4CP's pLiiicipal object ive i s  to enstire the polit ical. educational, social and 
economic eqtruliiy for racial and erhiiic niit iority groups o fun i ted  States and to elimiriate 
race pi-ejttdice. .As such, i t  i s  clear that rill  consumers regardless of the i r  income level. 
Lvliere they work. sttidy o r  reside should I iave access to affordable and robust 
teleconimunicarioiis scrvtccs. T l ie  USF has been instrutnental in ensuring rl iat a l l  
.Americans have access to afrordable. compreliensi\,e teleconinii inicatioiis services, 
part icular ly cotisttniers ill high-cost servicc areas, low- income consumers, schools, 
l ibraries and  rtii-a1 l iealt l i  providers. Many of ( l ie  constimers who betiefir from the USF 
are our cotistilueiiLs. 

Currently, the L'SF conmibul ion ilssessnieiii methodology is revenue-based. ~ v l i i c h  m e m s  
t l u t  telccornmunications pro\ idzrs have a fairly equitable and competi t ively neutral 
incans o f  hc iny assessed. However, i f th is  nicthodology i s  clianged to the aforementioned 
connection-based Lipproach. co~isunicrs who make few or no Iiiierstate calls would be 
assessed the same 3s consumers. especially businesses, who make more interstate cal ls.  
Tli is incans low-volurne and pritnarily residential customers wou ld  tl l i fairly bear tlie 
b u d e n  of  contr iht i t ing 10 t l ie un iversa l  se rv i ce  fund.  In addition. telephone providers 
1vho sen ice the l o \~ -vo I t i i ne  populat ion w i l l  bc al a competi t ive disadvantage tinder a 
connection-based inictIiodolo:.y. This i s  i ic i i l ier equitable not' competi t ively neutral. 



As a result. 1 fear fewer providers and  l imi ted options will bc available to low-volume 
customers. I urge the Coni i i i ission to take a closer look at how consumers who uti l ize 
product such as p repa id  wireless services would be adversely affected by t h e  connection- 
based proposals. I b s l i o e  it's important to note that orhers p rov id ing  comments, sticln as 
Consumers U n i o n  and [ l ie National AssociaIion of State U t i l i t y  Consumer Advocates 
point our thar a connectioti-bascd assessnient merhodology i s  part icular ly l iarmf i i l  to l o w  
\'olunie consumers. Furthemnore, tinder this newly proposed funding methodology, more 
than one wireless provider acknowledged that the cost of wireless sercice would increase 
for lo\+voltimc users. 

I t  i s  of special interest in this proceeding because pre-paid wireless providers of fer  a 
ui i ique service to portions of the Afr ican .Americari community, including: low-inconie 
users o r  yoiing pcople who cannot meet credit o r  security deposit requirements; migrant 
and seasonal workers wi thout  a permanent address; people who are unwilling to enter 
in to a long- te rn  contractual commitment; senior cit izens o r  publ ic assistaiice recipients 
who are on  a f ixed incomes; individt ials \vho ivant to control  their telephone costs; and 
womcii and others \\lie use them pr imar i l y  for emergency o r  security purposes 

Wilereas i n  the past, %;ireline telephone sercice was considered a fundamental utility for 
al l  Americans, wireless telephone service is fast becoming a supplemental mode of basic 
communicat ion among i;imily members, friends and business associates. Consequently, 
ensuring low- income and low volume interstate coiisuniers have affordable access to 
h i re less telephone senjice is a n  important objective. That i s  n h y  the FCC must do 
evsrything in  its atithoriry to ensure that changes to the universal service funding 
nicchanisrn do not insdvcnently raise the cost o f  telephone sen ice  at the evpense o f  
coiisumcrs such as those mentioned above. 

Final ly,  1 urge the FCC 10 m o v e  cautiously \vith reforms to the univcrsal setvice funding 
methodology and to reject this particular concept of a connection-based methodology. As 
always,  we welcome the opportunity to assist the FCC and the industry w i t h  constructing 
viablc solutions to emergi i ig cliallenges in the telecommunications arena. 

If there is mythitit: else I can do to help advance this process, 1 can be reached by 
Lelephone dt (207) 638-2269 

Dire& 


